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THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
October 20, 1970
To:

All Members of the Faculty

From:

John N. Durrie, Secretary

Subject:

Meeting of University Faculty

The next meeting of the University Faculty will be held on Tue sday,
October 27, at 3:00 p.m. in the Kiva.
The agenda will include the following items:

1.

Proposed standing rule for limitation of debate at faculty meetings -- Profes~or Prouse for the Policy Committee.
(Statement
attached.)

2.

Replacements on Standing committees -- Professor Koenig for the
Policy Committeeo

3.

Report on summer graduate program at College of Santa Fe -Assistant Dean Moellenberg.

4.

Elimination of academic rank for ROTC instructors -- Professor
Thorson for the Policy committee.
(Statement attached.)

5.

Ph.D. foreign language requirement -- Associate Dean Benedetti,
Graduate School.
(Statement attached.)

6.

Proposed revision of the statement of duties of the Library
Committee -- Professor Thorson for the Policy committee.
(Statement attached.)

Also attached:

1970.
JND/ped
Enclosures

Summarized minutes of the meeting of September 25,
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THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
FACULTY MEETING
October 27, 1S70
(~ummarized Minutes)
The October 27, 1970 , meeting of the University Faculty was called tu
order by President Heady at 3:09 p.m., with a quorum present.

President Heady noted that meetings are now to be held on Tuesdays at
3:00 p.m., the time desired by the majority of those who responded to
the recent poll.
Professor Prouse, on behalf of the Policy Committee, proposed the
following standing rule:
"Discussion and debate of any one item on
the agenda shall be limited to forty-five minutes unless an extension
of that time is approved by majority vote. No person may speak more
than twice on any item, nor longer than five minutes at either time.
The presiding officer will adjudge specific applications of this
standing rule." After discussion, the standing rule was approved by
the Faculty.
Professor Koenig, for the Policy Committee's subcommittee on Committees, recommended the following as replacements on standing committees: Professor Beckel for Professor Henderson on the Athletic Council; Professor J. D. Finley to .replace Professor Beckel on the Library Committee; Professor Patricia Murphy for Professor White on the
Graduate Committee; and Professor Blum for Professor Beck on the Retirement and Insurance Committee. The Faculty approved these recommendations.
By recommendation from Professor Koenig, for the Policy Committee,
t:ie Faculty approved the addition of two students--one undergraduate
and one graduate student--to the Computer Use Committee.
Assistant Dean Moellenberg presented a report from the Graduate
School, recomn1ending that the two-year experimental graduate program
on the Colleoe of S::-.nta E'e cam~us, now completed, not be continued.
The Faculty ; pprov ed the report.
Professor Thorson, for the Policy Committee, proposed three recommendations relative to the elimination of academic title for ROTC instructors, with the provision that they be placed on the table for
30 days.
The recommendations were as follows:
(A) That assigned
academic titles for ROTC staff personnel be eliminated; (B) That the
following words be inserted in Article I, Section l(a) of the Faculty
Constitution after "Director of the General Library," Commanding Ofiicers .Qf ~ ROTC Units, followed by "and Secretary of the University."
(New words underlined.); (C) That the following words be
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added to Article I, Section l(b) of the Faculty Constitution after
"Director of the General Library, 11 Commanding Officers o f ~ ROTC
Units, followed by "and Secretary of the University . "
(New words
underlined.)
These recommendations were approved.
Associate Dean Benedetti made the following recommendation on behalf
of the Graduate Committee:
"The doctoral language requirement will
be left to the discretion of the academic units offering doctorates.
If these units retain the language requirement, it should be made
meaningful.
If these units delete the language requirement, the
units should review their total requirements, particularly from the
point of view of tool skills with a view to updating them in line
with current and future professional needs." After discussion, the
recommendation was approvedo
Professor Thorson, on behalf of the Policy Committee, presented a
proposed revision of the statement of duties of the Library Committee .
After considerable debate, the Faculty voted to refer the statement
back to the Policy Committee for clarification of inconsistent language and subsequent report to the Faculty.
President Heady alerted the Faculty to the possibility of a special
meeting on November 17 to discuss a recommendation of the Committee
on University Governance with respect to a Faculty Senate.
The meeting adjourned at 4:46 p.m.
John N. Durrie, Secretary
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FACULTY MEETING
October 27, 1970

The October 27, 1970, meeting of the University
Faculty was called to order by President Heady at 3:09
p.m., with a quorum present.
-F(~
PRESIDENT HEADY
~eting will please come to order.
,
I
As the secretary has informed you, we have gone back to
the regular meeting days on Tuesday, which seemed to be
the dominant sentiment of those who answered the poll
that was taken.
The meeting time has also been set at
three p.m., which is what most se~to ask. The fact
that we have shifted by one-half hour may partly explain
the fact that some of our colleagues aren't here yet,
coming at the regular time, as you r leader, Professor
Prouse, would have if we hadn ' t gone after him since he's
first on the program. Professor Prouse, I recognize
you for the first order of business.
PROFESSOR PROUSE
Mr. Chairman, for the past several meetings of the Faculty we have chosen to limit
debate on the issues in our discussions. It seems to the
Policy Committee that this would be an appropriate subject for a standing rule. The r efore, I move on behalf
of the Faculty Policy Committee the following standing
rule: Discussion and debate of any one item on the
agenda shall be limited to forty-five minutes unless an
extension of that time is approved by majority vote . No
person may speak more than twice on any item, nor longer
than five minutes at either time. The presiding officer
will adjudge specific applications of this standing rule.
HEADY

Is there a second to t h e motion?

PROFESSOR THORSON
HEADY

Second.

Is there debate?

I would like to ask why they
PROFESSOR DRUMMOND
think it should be put in as a standing rule?
PROUSE
Harold, simply because we have done it
for five or six times and it simply seems like a good
rule. That's all.

Day of
Faculty
Meetin g
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HEADY
My understanding, after checking with th
secretary about this, is that the on+y real difference
that this would make if we adopt it ,uthat we woul not
have to make this motion at the begi~ning of every
meeting.
But it would be subject to change at any time
that the Faculty wants to change it as a standing rule.
Professor Spolsky.
PROFESSOR SPOLSKY
Could I ask about a couple of
things i:11 I I.ea that I am not sure about? I am not clear
about the final sentence:
"The presiding officer will
adjudge specific applications of this standing rule."
I am not quite clear how that fits in with application
of the standing rule and I don't know what this means in
particular .
PROUSE
It is very difficult in trying to write
a rule which would cover all occasions. Occasionally we
will ask others questions and others will respond,so hat,
technically, they are speaking more than twice, but it
is not within the intent of this standing rule.
What we
really wanted here was to see to it that no one would speak
for more than five minutes without interruption .
SPOLSKY
Could I ask the parliamentarian, rnaybe
he can tell us -- putting this in our standing rules,
maybe that would take away the authority from the meeting
to overrule the statement by the presiding officer wh n
we have stated that certain applications would be adjudged
in tnat way?
PROFESSOR EUBANK
You can always obtain this by
objecting or responding to the chair by asking for an
appeal from the decision. Then al you need is a majority
vote and you can throw your chaiiout if yOU want to.

"

HEADY

Does that satisfy your qualms?

SPOLSKY
I still don't understand why it is necessary to put this in .
I would assume that it would be
normal within rules that the presiding officer would judge
the applications of the rules and this doesn't become
additional verbiage in the ruling.
iere these rules, the
wording, drawn up in consultation wit our parliamentarian
in order to get normal following of Roberts' Rules of Order?
EUBANK
Actually, I think Mr . Prouse answered that.
The question may be asked of someone who has spoken twice
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and then he couldn't even reply until he took a vote
of the assembly to see whether he could explain or
speak again or not. The Chair could say he could
respond, but still if you didn't want him to respond
the third time, ~could keep him from -- ~ would have
the right to keep him from speaking.
HEADY

Professor Cooper.

PROFESSOR COOPER
This amendment or motion would
serve to limit debate automatically if we left it the
way we have it. We vote against this, then if we want
to close debate, one simply needs to move the previous
question and close debate.
It seems to me that it's
much more democratic to leave it the way it is and not
put this limitation on it.
HEADY

Professor Regener.

PROFESSOR REGENER
We have in the past succeeded
quite well in asking for the previous question and closing debate.
This, of course, is standing rule number two/
and our experience with standing rule number one wasn't
too good.
We waived it most of~the time, and this is
the second time that a committee~trieef to prescribe code
of conduct on this meeting.
I have often thought and said
that an intellectual assembly, like this, shouldn't need
any standing rules at all.
I d?J1~~!hink that we should
adiudge ourselves incapable o f · ~ intellig~ffor more
thart five minutes at a time or more than twice at e dime
at a meeting, or that we should adjudge ourselves incapable of practicing democratic action for more than two hours
aE a time.
I don't like this standing rule number two.
I didn't like standing rule number one, and once the rules
are on the book, they are
hard to get rid of.
If
one wants to get rid of them or go by means of a vote, it
would have to be on the agenda for the next meeting in
order to be voted out by the majority vote, not on the
agenda for the next meeting, and I hope I am not talking
more than five minutes -- on the agenda for the next
meeting and it takes two-thirds majority to get rid of
it.
I vote against it. We have done it once and I think
we should vote number one out and not put number two in.
HEADY
THORSON
HEADY

Professor Thorson.
I won't take over five minutes, but -There's no limit at this point.
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THORSON
-- I will try not to, anyway.
It seems
to me that the Policy Committee decided not that we
could -- we are not capable of speaking for five minutes
intelligently on a given subject or more than twice, but
that the thrust of the standing rule was to limit extraneous and gratuitous harangues to the faculty, and I think
anyone who has attended the faculty meetings over the last
year and a half would have to admit that there have been.
So, with that, I will sit down and not extend mine.
HEAPY
There is one point I would like to clear
up with the parliamentarian.
It was at least hinted,
as I understood what somebody said, that if we were to
adopt this we would not have the option of closing debate
by use of the previous question. That is not my understanding, that this would affect the -EUBANK
HEAPY

Close debate at any time.
Is there further discussion?

TH~SON
What was the parliamentarian's answer
to the question?
HEADY
He said the previous question could be used
to close debate whether or not we adopted this as a standing rule.
Those in favor of the motion please say "aye";
opposed "no".
The motion is carried.
Next item is replacements on standing committees.
Profe~sor Koenig.
PROFESSOR KOENIG
The Policy Committee must make
some replacements o n ~ standing committees>and we would
like to nominate the following people: Char}es Beckel
to replace Terry Henderson on the Athletic Council;
James Daniel Finley to replace Charles Beckel on the
Library Committee; Patricia Murphy to replace Julian White
on the Graduate Committee; and Julius Blum to replace
Lloyd Beck on Retirement and Insurance Committee.
I do
have one bit of related business, but I guess we have to
vote on this first.
HEADY
Yes, let's move approval of these nominations.
Is there a second?
THORSON

Second.

Replacements
on Standing
Committees
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HEADY
Any discussion? Those in favor please
say "aye"; opposed "no". The motion is carried.
Professor Koenig.
KOENIG
Thank you. At our last meeting of
the Policy Committee it was P!_gposed and moved by the
Policy Committee that we move<Lfthis.faculty meeting
to extend the Computer Use Co~ittee membership to
include two students, one graduate, one undergraduate, to be selected by student government, and I
would like to move that we extend the members h ip for
that committee now.
COOPER

Student
Me mbership o
Comp ute r Us e
Committ ee

Second the motion.

The motion has been made and seconded
HEADY
to expand the Computer Use Conunittee by adding two
students, one graduate and one undergraduate student.

-tf:5

PROUSE
Mr. Chairman, I miabt noint outAthis
motion .has the approval of the G mp,;,..te. Y- ,,V~e_ Committee.
HEADY
Is there discussion on the motion?
Those ' in favor please say "aye"; opposed "no". The
motion is carried.
Is that all from the Policy Committee?
KOENIG

Yes.
a.-

HEADY
Next,"report on the summer graduate · program at the College of Santa Fe. Assistant Dean
Moellenberg.
DEAN MOELLENBERG
As you came in you should
have received a copy of the report that was given to
the Graduate Committee, a couple of weeks ago.
I
believe this report is fairly self-explanatory and I
might comment on a couple of things.
First, the people at the College of Santa Fe
have been informed on the opinion of the Graduate
Committee, secondly the deficit mentioned in point
four is now, I believe, slightly larger than the six
thousand five hundred dollars listed in the report;
thirdly, there are a number of other minor factors in

Summe r
Grad u a t e
Program at
Sant a Fe
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addition to these major factors that also prompted the
graduate school staff to decide not to recommend an
extension of the program on the College of Santa Fe
campus for another period. You may recall that this was
authorized for a two-year period, which has now expired.
It's the opinion of the graduate school staff that if
we take no action other than accepting this report, the
program would automatically terminate because it was
originally authorized for only that period.
I think
the appropriate way to handle this might be simply to
ask if there are any questions not covered in this written report that you obtained, or any other discussion
we may have.
FACULTY MEMBER
I would like to ask one question
about the last part of number four which has to do with
the "limit of twelve hours allowed toward a graduate
degree.
It is unlikely that they would continue to
attend under present circumstances." I think ·- that
alone should be changed because certainly if the program were continued the limited number of hours allowed
would be raised because, I think, there are, you know,
some people who would be interested in going on who
currently were enrolled and I think the hour limit would
certainly be elevated, don't you?
MOELLENBERG
Yes. I should comment about this:
The twelve hours would be double the normal amount of
time on off-campus programs allowed toward .a graduate
derir e. Part of the initial authorization was to double
tha mount of time so the students would attend for two
su ers.
It is correct that if we were to extend the
program we could also extend this twelve-hour period,
but there are some other considerations that the faculty
might wish to consider before they did such a thing
becuase that would mean a reduction in the amount of
time a student would be on the Albuquerque campus and,
therefore, ~ailable to professors and having access
to the library.
But you are quite r~ght that one of
these things certainly has a bearing upon the other.
FACULTY MEMBER
I would like some information.
How many courses were offered in the two summers? About
how many students participated?
MOEL LENBERG

There were eight courses offered
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during L~e 1969 session. There were ten courses during
the 1970I.\A1,.,session.
In each case I think our enrollment
•
wound up~fifty-two students.
HEADY
Is there any other discussion on the question abou t this report?
THORSON

Move to accept the report.

VICE PRESIDENT TRAVELSTEAD

Second.

HEADY
Moved and seconded.
Is there further d is cussion ? Those in favor please say "aye"; opposed, "no".
The motion is carried.
I think we all understand this means this
program will be discontinued as of now.
Elimination
of Academic
Rank for ROTC
THORSON
The Faculty, on March 24th, 197 0,
Instructors;
adopted the following recomm,.E:12.<!g,,tjon from the FebrUfll;:lf /}zev,d. 3, Amendment t
~ 1970, Curricula Commitfee~aealing with the ROTC
Faculty
prog~am at the University: UAcademic titl~for al l
Constitution
ROTC instructors should be eliminated except for those
holding regular appointments in another University unit.''
That's a quotation.
Fourth item is elimination of academic rank for
ROTC instructors. Professor Thorson.

Now the ROTC Act of 1964, which governs the
University relationship with the military department,
says that the commanding officer of an ROTC unit is to
have the rank of professo~ and recent interpretation
of the Act by an official of the Department of De f ense
permits the use of titles other than JMt professor for
the commanding officer provided the officer concerned
enjoys the professional prerogatives enjoyed by the rank
of professor. The 1964 Act, according to the inter~
pretation, does not require th~academic rank be
given to other military personnel in the ROTC unit. The
Policy Committee, therefore, recommends, and y ou h ave
the rest of it here, so I won't bother to read it to
you, but I move on behalf of the Policy Committee t h at
these three recommendations, "A", "B", and "C", be placed
on the table for later action by the Faculty.
PROFESSOR COTTRELL

Second.
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HEADY
Moved and seconded that these provisions, two of them constitutional amendments which
have to be carried over, and the other proposal to
eliminate academic ranks all be carried over to the
next meeting. Is there debate on the resolution?
I am a little confused about parliamentary procedure.
Ordinarily we would have constitutional
amendments open for debate at the meeting where they
are introduced, if there is any debate. If we adopt
your motion I assume we will not continue further
discussion of any of these items at this meeting.
THORSON
I think we could profitably discuss any -- if there's any discussion.
HEADY
What I suggest, then, Jim, is that you
move the two constitutional amendments first and we
will see if there's any discussion, with the understanding that you are going to move that we table the
other proposal after we had had any discussion we
want of the constitutional amendments.
Is that
approved?
THORSON

So move.

HEADY
So we have a motion now to consider
the two constitutional amendments that are items
"B" and "C". These are open for discussion.
You
cannot ~ote on them until the next meeting.
Is
there any discussion on either of these amendments?
Professor Cooper.
COOPER
I would like to ask a question. These
gentlemen that we are talking about do teach collegelevel courses. We give college credit, I believe,
for these courses. What is the rationale of removing
the title from this?
THORSON
My responding is going to sound like
double talk at times, and that's because of the rather
complex nature of the history of this question at
the University.
As you recall, an ad hoc committee was appointed in 1968 which investigated the entire relationship
of the ROTC program to the University.
It was the
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recommendation of that committee that parallelj procedures be adopted for ROTC faculty personnel, as
parallel to other -- those of other faculty people.
It was similarly the thrust of that report that the
ROTC units be more thoroughly integrated into the
University community if they were to remain.
Another section of that report said that a
faculty committee should take control;more active,
academic control of the ROTC operation. It was
decided in the academic vice president's office, and
by the faculty Policy Committee and by this body
meeting as a Faculty, that probably the best place
for that control to be vested was the Curricula
Committee. The Curricula Committee then took up in
the fall of '69-'70 and studied this question and
came back with this recommendation, which I quoted,
which was that academic rank be removed from those
not holding appointments in other academic units.
This latest -- this action that I am moving be placed
on the table today is a response to this Faculty's
asking the ~culty Policy Committee by adopting that
report, to remove that rank.
I think the question you asked has a more philosophical thrust.
I really think, however, that that
philosophical question would have been better
brought up when we adopted the committee, the Curricula Committee report last September.
Does that answer your question?
COOPER
HEADY

Partly.

Thank you.

Professor Wild.

PROFESSOR WILD
Could we have possibly Captain
Brown say what substantive change he thinks this would
have in their program?
HEADY
tain Brown?

Do you care to respond to that, Cap-

CAPTAIN BROWN
I think, sir, that if that -if we had a total choice in the matter that we would
like to retain the academic rank.
It adds, certainly,
some prestige to our office. It adds some prestige
to the program, as I have commented. My personal
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view, I don't think it's fatal that we - - that we lo s e
this academic rank.
I have often tried to draw a
parallel that I obtained the corrunanding officer of a
ship rank of captain and worked at this for twenty
or twenty-two years and they should send on some
civilian and say that this gentleman is a captain,
I might perhaps feel a little put out at th i s.
I
suspect that this is perhaps the rationale that is
felt by many faculties across the country.
I think
we will survive, sir, with the change.
~

WILD

Will it change your program in any way
~e~t~Jee!!!!!~lsl~
. a!!!Pf:lJl maybe hurt some of the students?
A
BROWN

No, sir, I don't think so.

HEADY
Is there any further discussion? Then
we will carry these two constitutional amendments until the next meeting. Now, J im, I think if you would
move the proposition "A" and ask t h at it be tabled until the next meeting.
You want that in one motion or two?
THORSON
I think I should move recommendation "A", which is that
assigned academic ranks for ROTC staff personnel be
eliminated.
HEADY
Is there a second to the motion?
want to move its tabling?
PROFESSOR

RHODES

Do you

Move it be tabled.

HEADY
All right, we have a motion to table
"A" until the next meeting.
Is there discussion on
the motion to table?
COTTRELL

To be tabled for a definite period.

SECRETARY DORRIE

It was thirty days.

HEADY
Yes, it will have to be at least thirty
days, so it will have to be the next meeting after
thirty days has expired.
Is there discussion on the
motion to table? Those in favor please say "aye";
opposed "no". The motion is carried.
Associate Dean Benedetti on item five, Ph.D.

PhD. Fo reign
Language
Requirement
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foreign language requirement.
DEAN BENEDETTI
Mr. Chairman, at its meeting
earlier this month, the Graduate Committee considered the current regulation which requires all doctoral students to demonstrate a reading knowledge
of at least one ~ a n g u a g e . After a discussion
of this isSUE:, the ~ t o f the Graduate Committee voted
by a vote of eleven to two to recommend the adoption
of the following policy to this body. The recommendation is as follows:
"The doctoral language requirement will be
left to the discretion of the academic units
offering doctorates."
There are nineteen academic units. Not all of
these are departments.
Hence, we use the term "academic units".
"If these units retain the language requirement, it should be made meaningful.
If these
units delete the language requirement, the
units should review their total requirements,
particularly from the point of view of tool
skills with a view to updating them in line
with current and future professional needs."
To put the matter on the floor, Mr. Chairman,
I move)on behalf of Dean Spri~~and the Graduate
Committee, the adoption of this policy.
HEADY

Is there a second?

FACULTY MEMBER
HEADY

Second.

Moved and seconded.

Is there debate?

I would like to ask why two people
DRUMMOND
voted against it, what their thinking was.
BENEDETTI
I hesit<JP~o speak for them, Harold.
I think in at least one caseAnot outright policy as
much as reluctance to pass it immediately without
thinking about it for another month or so, but I don't
want to go beyond that.
I might also mention that the
Graduate Committee did not discuss the question of precisely when this polflwould go into operation. Specifically,

~
·
L 0 ' ,.e.,w{ '\ ' If\
with respect to th~/q uestion of how it might apply to
doctoral students,.,,..,G,,;i,;Qa,t.ing .a, pipeline, I believe it
was -- and Jack Rhodes, the maker of the motion, concurred with this interpretation -- I believe it was
the sense of the Graduate Corrunittee that the regulation,
if it is adopted, should become policy immediately and
that it would be up to each individual department to
determine the policy that that department shall follow,
not only with respect to future studr}1ts who go in
under a later graduate bulletin, but~also would apply
equally to the current doctoral students. It may
be, however, that that should be made as a se,parate
motion so that we don't put words in the Graduate
Committee's mouth.
I think we can play it either way.

10-27-70
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HEADY

Professor Van Graber?

PROFESSOR VAN GRABER
I have a question for
someone on the committee.
I notice that the motion
states that if the language requirement is retained
it should be made meaningful. I would like to ask
what the committee means by "meaningful" and who is
going to determine this meaningfulness?
HEADY

Professor Rhodes?

RHODES
Well, I would imagine that the department determines the meaningfulness. This wording was
simply put in in the hopes that instead of the farce
that it has traditionally been that departments, if
they are going to keep it, will actually ask their
students to be able to speak or read the language
that they claim to be able to be fluent in. Since we
all know it's a farce, the departments will probably
not keep the language requirement, anyway, and those
who do, because there are some departments that can
justify such a requirement, I think that they will now
feel free to, in fact, truly require a good knowledge
of the language. This is all that it means.
HEADY

Professor Findley.

PROFESSOR FINDLEY
This particular -- it seems
there's been a battle, a series of discussions upon
the language requirements at all levels of the University training for a number of years, and I think the
last hot one was b ~ t the time we agreed to let the
education c o l l e g e ~ a Ph.D. without a language
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requirement, and it seems thereafter most of the opposition to dropping language requirements collapsed.
At the risk of losing my radical-liberal status, I
would like to speak against dropping the language
requirement for two reasons; one reason is p robab ly
some of the word verbiage.
I feel this may be an oldfashioned belief that language is a method of communication between scholars in the using or in the controlling
of language requirements, especially at the doctoral
or graduate level.
It is in effect saying that all
me aningful scholarship takes place in English, or soon
will be translated i"~English, and this is possibly
true in some fields but I don't know of anywhere, fro m
personal experience, where this is true. But , recognizing that there's a rearguard sort of defense , because
what we are all up against is students that had no
language
entering the doctoral programs, up against
thei r complaints about the time they have to spend to
master one or two languages;and I think what we are
doing is ratifying a situation that already exists,
and that is that we have a bunch of graduate students
who probably will continue to do so
~SiaiiiiiiMi.-iii..,.lliiri:!9!!!!!!:~, who are monolingual and will s tay
that w~y with all the curtailment in their research
potential that that involves.
So, really, probably the working at the g raduate level you can't attempt to wag the dog by demanding that undergraduate programs that have already given
up language requirements reinstitute them, and send
us properly qualified graduate students. So, passing
that by, why, I think it's quite forward-looking to
let each department decide what's important in its
field at the graduate level. But I am opposed to
piecemeal dismembering of the responsibilities of the
graduate school and I think that's what this constitutes.
If we are going to do this I think we are going
to have to allow the individual departments also to
decide how many hours should be required for the
doctorate, what the residence requirements should be,
and what the maximum or maximum number of transfer
hours from other institutions should be.
I think that
rather than the departments having to reevaluate their
whole doctoral programs, if they change the language
requirement I think it should be incumbent upon the
graduate school, first of all, to reevaluate what its
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role is in setting standards for graduate degrees in
this institution.
If they are going to give up policing
the language requirement bit, this is all right, but I
think they also ought to examine the other requirements
that they impose on the departments and consider whether
it might not be well to give them up also, and to what
degree they should give them up.
I can't, with a clear
conscience , vote in favor of this motion even though I
realize this is a futile gesture and somewhat of a lame
duck statement that I am making since I presume there is
no other opposition to this motion.
But I do think that
it should call for some serious soul-searching on the
part of the Graduate Committee as to what their real
role is:
Are they paper shufflers and hour counters?
Or are they standard setters?
HEADY

Professor Rhodes.

RHODES 9 Jim, I couldn't agree with you more and,
in fact , I belie~~eelings after the Graduate
Committee meeting,:if we have to hang onto a language
requirement to be a meaningful committeeJwe are better
off dismembered.
If the committee has any meaning, then
it should do something other than to hang onto some
farcical-type of role in enfo rcing this language-type
requirement and, in fact, I believe that several members
of the committee felt this way and that there is now
consider able thought going on as to just what the role
of the committee should be and what the role should be
with regard to graduate programs because i t would s eem
possible to me within this University there may be
several graduate programs that should be dismembered and
that~he graduate school, through its committee, may have
to be the one to take the static that will occur when they
stand up and say to some department, "Gentlemen, your
graduate program is not acceptable." Then you are going
to~ave a real fight, obviously.
It will scare everybody to death, but then the Graduate Committee, I think,
Will be meaningful.
I might add:
I believe the Curricula Committee
is willing to help take on some of that static at this
Point.
HEADY
THORSON
Dean Benedetti.

Professor Thorson.
I would like to address a question to
Would you expect that all departments
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we just re-examined our
three years ago, and we
you want an affirmation
ingful? What does this
wh at I am asking?
BENEDETTI
partment?
THORSON

language requirements I think
think it's meaningful now.
Did
that we still think it's meanrequire of the department, is

What does this require of the de-

Yeah.

BENEDETTI
I don't really think I read your question, Jim.
If the English department still feels that
a foreign language requirement is a significant and
meaningful portion of the total program, by all means
retain it, obviously.
HEADY
I think his question is whether the
English department needs to go on record again at this
point, if we adopt this motion, that i t wants to reaffirm its decision.
BENEDETTI
Yes, I think in terms of the mechanics this would imply that each department s~ould make an
indication to the graduate school so t h a t ~ checking
~ the meeting of degree requirements we can be sure that
the department wishes are met as well as the general
requirements of the graduate school, yes.
HEADY

Professor Heaning.

PROFESSOR HEANING
Point of clarification on your
aspect of two schools:
I wonder how broadly this is being
interpreted? At the University of Michigan, for example,
one could get rid of one of their languages by taking nine
graduate hours in an area that they normally would not
have been exposed to, and if they want to take like, say,
nine hours of philosophy or history and they would normally
not be able to get that, I wonder if this could be interpreted under two skills in that I have a hunch that most
people automatically, the statistics students, a lot of
them don't like statistics like myself and I just wondered
if you could take, like, say nine hours in another area?
BENEDETTI I am quite sure -- I don't believe there
Was any intent to restrict the term "tool skills 11 to sta_!Jstics or computer use or whatever.
I think that is left
~ the discretion of the department.
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Professor Kanowitz.

PROFESSOR KANOWITZ
Point of order, Mr. Chairman.
We adopted a new standing rule at the beginning of this
meeting, which I voted against, but I think that the discussion about this point demonstrates one_}).f~l1e problems
with the standing rule.
I have absolut~ly1_¥6-nearing Mr.
Benedetti speak as long as he would like to, and as many
times as he would like to, on this point.
I think he's
in a position to offer real light on the problem that is
at hand.
But I believe he's already spoken four or five
times and my question is, does the standing rule apply to
this kind of a situation?
HEADY
I will call your attention to the last sentence in this standing order, which was not -- I believe,
although I may have missed on one occasion, that Mr.
Benedetti was responding to requests for information or
for interpretation from him, and that is the reason I
have not invoked the second speaking limitation on him.
I am also watching as to how long he talks each
time, Professor Kanowitz.
BENEDETTI

Cut me off now.

HEADY
Is there any further discussion on the
motion? Professor Findley.
FINDLEY
HEADY

Yes .
Now this is your second time, I guess.

FINDLEY
Yes, sir.
If this motion is passed
will it then be incumbent upon those departments to retain their language departments to set their own standards
for passing?
BENEDETTI

Affirmative .

HEADY
Further discussion? Are you ready to vote?
Those in favor of the motion please say "aye"; opposed
"no". The Chair is in doubt.
I think we wi· 11 h ave a
standing vote on those .
Those in favor of the motion
Please stand.
I think we will try this without doing it
in tiers and see if we can -- the motion is carried.
The last item on the agenda is the revision of the
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duties of the Library Committee, and, Professor Thorson,
do you want to introduce this motion?
THORSON
I would like to point out one thing has
happened since this got printed and was brought to my
attention by David Kelly.
His title has been changed
since this was written, and so I do need to go through
it and make changes in the wording. The Library Committee advises that the Director of General Library is
his new title.
He is now Director of the General Library
instead of the University Librar'i;1 and it occurs also
on line four, line fifteen, and fn the makeup of the
committee.
It should also be Director of the General
Library. With that amendment, I would like to move on
behalf of t.J:!~Rql~9Y g,o~ittee that the faculty substitute
on page t f f i r t ~ e ~ h g which is before you for the
current wordin~ of the charge to the Library Committee.
HEADY

Is there a second?

FACULTY MEMBER

Second.

PROUSE
I would also like to bring to the attention of the faculty the fact that this was the result of
some work by a joint committee made up of members of the
faculty Policy Committee, members of the University Library Committee, and members of the iibrary faculty which
worked during the second semester of last year to come
up with this recommendation.
It has since been referred
back to the Library Committee. Professor Vanderborgh
~ells me that the Library Committee has agreed and joins
in the recommendation of the Policy Committee that this
change in wording be adopted by the faculty.
I will be
glad to answer any questions.
SPOLSKI
Could we have some sort of explanation
of what changes are involved?
THORSON

You want me to read the current charge?

SPOLSKI

Could you tell us the maJor cha ge?

.

n.

THORSON
The major cha,-ge, Bernard, is the one
the Library Committee right now is charged with the -the Library Committee formulates policy and what very
simply was happening was that the question of where does
Policy stop and administration start? What is exactly
the responsibility of the Library Committee? What is

Proposed
Revision of
Statement of
Duties of
Library
Committee
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the responsibility of the University librarian? It was
getting to the point, I think, where the Library Committee
was being involved too closely, not by their own design
but the way questions w~re being asked of that committee
that ended up involving~n administrative matters, which
were confusing the issue rather than clarifying, rather
than being a p ositive input of faculty opinion, into the
administration of the library, which I think is the way
it stands now. ~ w a s rather a little bit of confusion
about what exactly the function was. ''Formulates policy''
is the old wording and now it's ' 1advises. ''
HEADY

Mr. Travelstead.

TRAVELSTEAD
I would like to support the motion
and maybe add another word or two.
I think the apprehension of the faculty about a matter like this is
whether the library could and would, indeed, operate in
an insulated and isolated arbitrary fashion.
I think
none of the committees that has worked on this would
allow this.
I certainly would not support such a direction.
I think, as Jim has just said, i t does mean that
the Library Committee, itself, will talk, communicate
constantly with the Director of the General Library and
as matters are debated back and forth i t will be a resolution of these.
I want the faculty to know that I
think after dealing with these committees studying this
and studying myself, that this does insure an integrated
use of the library and will give input from the faculty,
the type -- the Library Committee should continue to be
the group through which faculty protests, suggestions,
criticism, if you please, ~sent.
But we do have to
recognize there is a professional group.
The library
is now holding~ faculty rank and they should not be
~ust administrative to carry out the policies set
independently and arbitrarily by an outside committee
also.
I think i t combines the two elements very well
and I would support the motion.
HEADY

Professor -- I can't see who is back

there.
COOPER
HEADY

It's Cooper.
No· wonder.

You moved on me.

COOPER
I would like to speak in opposition to
this motion.
The key words are in the old, present setup,
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the faculty formulates policy. That means the faculty
is involved, ~sit ought to be, in our roll in governance of the University. To change this to advise is
backing off of this formulation.
It's giving the operation of the library to another group, who can give
advice to the faculty.
I think all too often we have
been prone to do this very sort of thing, of backing away
from making our policies that we, the faculty, want to
work under. I feel that to adopt this motion will be
a step in the wrong direction.
MR. BATTAGLIA
HEADY

May I ask a question?

Yes.

BATTAGLIA
I would like to!,~ this as -- is the
proposed r~vision ~ the statement
d€js of the Library
Committee,~this finally going to be adopted at this
meeting, or is this going to lay on the table for thirty
days?
HEADY

No, this is up for action today.

BATTAGLIA

This is up for action today?

HEADY
Because it is not an amendment to the
Faculty constitution and it does not have to lie on the
table.
BATTAGLIA
THORSON
information?

Thank you.
Could I respond with one piece of

HEADY
Now you are really putting this on the
borderline. He didn't ask you a question as far as I
know.
THORSON
second time.
HEADY

There was implicit -- let me use my

All right, sir , no question about that.

THORSON
To make a couple of comments, my second
time on the floor, and I am glad that it will be my
second time and now I can bitch if I don't get ->

FINDLEY

a half.

You have already used up a minute and
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THORSON
This was sent to both the Graduate Student
Association and to the undergraduate student government
where the report was adopted last spring.
I furt h er kept
i n contact with Bill Pickens of the Graduate Student
Association about it and he knows what we are doi n g.
I
do n 't know what he thought about it. He hasn't r esponded
excep t to say "Thanks", to the information.
HEADY

That may be a response to an i mp l i ed q ue s -

t i on.
THORSON
All right. To go on to respond, t his
is my speech to something Professor Cooper said.
It
seems to me that if we make the running of the classes
a one-way road where we set and formulate p olicy and
we expect the administration to carry it out, I t h ink
we make a mistake in part in terms of o u r own time as
f aculty members, but in part
terms o f t he morale of
a dministration also and it seems to me that what we have
got h e re is a two-way road. The University Library
Committee advises the Director of General Library, and
i f you read the next sentence, it says the Director of
t e General Library advises the University Library Commi ttee on the feasibility.
It seems to me that that
i s t he proper relationship between the faculty and the
a dministrative -- it's hard to call the library, the
Director of the University Library an administrator
be cause, in fact, he is an academic person.
He is also
a member of this faculty.
I don't see it as a giving
up or a step in the wrong direction, as does Professor
Cooper. Thank you.
HEADY

Professor Cottrell.

COTTRELL
Practically all of our administrators
hold faculty appointments, Jim.
I don't think we can
use that argument at all.
I have great reluctance to
t ake this step.
I have had a little experience with the
Library Committee~a few other committees on this campus,
and I find that every time you write the word "advisory
~o an administrator," the general trend is, in many cases,
it h appens that the administrator makes the decisions,
l i s tens, rejects the advice. I think that it would beoove the University community to try to arrive at some
me ans of joint input to these , but I th i nk, like Profe ssor Cooper, when you remove a faculty committee from
~Olicy making, or active role in policy making, but move
i t instead to an advisory position, that you, in effect,

10-27-70

P. 21

are wiping out any significant influence that committee
may have . It doesn't always happen.
I want to be care ful of generalizations. Some of you have been at thi s
University as long as I have. You have seen this advisory committee, and you have seen how evident most of t h e m
can become.

ing

I tend to object to changing this particular wordmore than tend to, I do object.
HEADY

Professor Alexander.

PROFESSOR ALEXANDER
I don't wish to e nter into
a semantic debate about terms like "advisory". It does
seem to me that our policy has been for committee s to
make recommendations . They can formulate policies and
then those policies are recommended to somebody -- mayb e
to this body -- which is then in a position to agree o r
not to agree with the recommendation. So I operated
always under the assumption that what the committee structure in this University is all about is that of making
recommendations, even on policy matters, to people who
could act , or accept them. Now this seems to me a little
stronger than the statement that merely being advisory.
Yet it isn't so strong as apparently what was assumed by
the term "formulate policy", which sounds as if that was
it. When you formulate it, it was carried out. I am
not sure. Maybe in a case as Marion has just said, where
this is a committee relative to an administrator, the
situation is somewhat different from other committees
which do not have an administrator to whom they are
responsible.
HEADY

Mrs . Amsden.

MRS. AMSDEN
I should identify myself first . My
name is Dian~ Amsden .
I am not supporting Doctor Thorson's
motion, either, as a librarian. This is my fifth year
at Zimmerman, or as a user of the library. I am also a
doctoral candidate in the department of anthropology.
Doctor Thorson's proposal contains the main point
a ~jected library constitution. I will give its
history briefly.

0~

When the librarians were told they had been given
faculty status, they received the impression that the U. N. M.
faculty expected a constitution of them and, moreover, that
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certain provisions were expected in this constitution.
These were provisions that would have meant virtual
autonomy of the library.
The resulting constitution
was rejected, wisely in my opinion.
For a university
library is not, by its very nature, autonomous. The
quality of teaching and researching in every department
that uses the library is dependent on the quality of the
library service.
I believe none is better qualified than
the Library Committee, your faculty, to determine policy
in library matters, external or internal.
The distincttion, I believe, is purely a semantic one.
The results
are the important thing.
We are all painfully familiar
with the North Central Association report on the library,
the opinion of i t is truly held by most persons here would
coincide with my own.
Unfortunately the Library Committee
has been somewhat reluctant to exercise its powers for
reasons like inexperience, turnover, perhaps most of all
fear of hurting feelings, that i t has been operating in
only the advisory eapacity that Doctor Thorson is suggesting. There may be a connection between this and the North
Central Association report.
I believe there is.
There
was a time when our library was more satisfactory to its
users.
At that time the Library Committee was largely
responsible for how the library was run .
Libraries on this campus, and elsewhere, that give
the best service, are under direct control of the faculty.
There is another reason for retaining our preifqt
Faculty Handbook provisions.
Facul~. status and academic
freedom that i t entails are needed ~librarians.
At some
time in our careers most of us, if not all employed at
Zimmerman, become accustomed to the authoritarian employer.
We l e a r ~ express public opinions contrary to the opinion
of our superior means loss of opportunity for promotion
or threat of dismissal.
We learned we were best off if
we did not think or investigate enough to really have an
opinion of our own.
Some of us have been told, "If you
don't like it, you can leave." Some have discovered that
the results of complaining about an injustice is to be
visited with another injustice for having the complaint.
Of the thirty-three librarians given faculty status,
urteen have supervisory positions.
Because of such experiences as I have described, i t is inevitable that at least
a couple of these would consider disagreement on the part of
a subordinate to be disloyalty and justly expoundable.

: 0
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One other criteri~on whicn we have been evaluated for
purposes of promotion, salary increase, or even having our
services retained, we are told this is a criterion -- we
have never actually seen the list of criteria by which we
are evaluated -- is "professional attitude" or some similar term . Most , or all of us, at some time have worked
in a library where this means you better have adopted
our personal views as your own and supported them.
It is
not accident that votes on issues at library meetings
are generally unanimous , or almost .
Zimmerman librarians
behave as if such rules were prevalent at Zimmerman now,
so the librarians need a strong Library Committee. They
need its support . They need to work with it in order to
grow into the new freedom and responsibilities that go
with faculty status . We all need a Library Committee that
is not ashamed to carry out the responsibilities with
which it was charged itnd~he present Faculty Handbook.
Thank you.
(Applause. )
HEADY

Is there further -- Professor Yao.

PROFESSOR YAO
I would like to ask James
a question:
Is the Policy Committee considering the
possibility of changing the Policy Committee to advisory
committee or research committee to research for the
advisory committee?
HEADY

Yo u have been asked a question, Pro-

fessor.
THORSON
I think, Jim , if you check -- all sorts
of Jim's talking here -- good old n a me -- if you check ,
you will find o ut tha t the fa c ulty Policy Committee is,
~n fact, almost enti r ely advisory to this body . That is,
it does not set faculty policy.
It advises the faculty
on what policy the faculty should act upon . And we
aren't planning to research policy changes.
HEADY

Profess o r Boyle .

PROFESSOR BOYLE
I would like to ask Professor
Thorson the relationship between the Policy Committee,
5 formulating policy , and the North Central Committee's
report , as mentioned by this lady. How you think this
c ange would affect t hat commission?
THORSON

I will respond to that in a little more
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detail.
The ad hoc committee was appointed and was very
conscious of the North Central Association repS'tft.
Despite
the fact that it was not in our charge to go i~such
questions, but .tk believe Professor Cottrell can back this
up because I had to go back as chairman of the ad hoc
committee and ask for an enlargement of our charge, and
this is one-third of the recommendation of that ad hoc
committee. Another third, which has been recommended to
the Policy Committee, which is the creator of the ad hoc
committee and hence from the Policy Committee to the
academic vice president's office, is that consultant help
be sought for the library. There's rather detailed but
not necessarily germane to the faculty, a request that
consultant help be sought. That is now in the academic
vice president's office.
Similarly, what Mrs. Amsden commented on, which
was a faculty constitution for the library, was examined
and we came up not with the substitute document, but with
a document that's been called for since 1964, which is a
statement of the responsibilities and administration of
the general library.
So what we are seeing here is onethird of what we felt our primary charge was, to examine
the relationship, the administrative relati.onship between
the academic vice president's office, the Library Committee,
and the library staff. We felt we did that to the best
of our abilities in a composite committee.
There were -- as I said, there were three members
of the Library Committee, three members of the faculty
Policy Committee, and three of the University librarians.
We did the best we could.
If the faculty, in their wisdom
wished to reject this one-third, that's one trouble with
being advisory.
HEADY

Professor Rhodes.

RHODES
Could I have a point of information, I guess,
?f Jim? Under the present conditions, if the Library Policy Committee says that they wish such-and-such a procedure
t? happen at the library and the Director of the General
Library says, "I don't want that , " who wins? Technically,
w o wins?
THORSON
Assuming you reach an impasse, it seems to
me that's both the Director of the General Library and the
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faculty Library Conunittee, the University Library Conunittee,
it's not a faculty conunittee at all.
It seems to me they
report to the academic vice president, and I am afraid to
put Chester Travelstead on the spot, but that's where it
would have to be adjudicated.
HEADY

Professor Cohen?

PROFESSOR COHEN
The motion has been presented in
terms of rather minimal change of wording without too much
substance .
Yet i t does seem to me that it represents a
shift of final authority, which is a change of considerable substance.
In this respect I do not find it persuasive, any of the arguments that have been made.
One additional point is that all conunittees are
advisory.
I don't think this analogy holds, either.
Committees may be advisory to this body, this faculty
meeting, and still be policy-determining within the realm
of their responsibility.
I think that's the occasion with
this committee.
HEADY

Mr. Kelley.

MR. KELLEY
May I, as the Director of the General
Library? I would like to respond to the question about the
impasse.
I do not recall that we have ever had this question because -- and somewhat related to what Professor
Cottrell said, i t seems to me that the Director of the
General Library and the librarians want to work in close
harmony with the teaching faculty and research people.
So it is our desire, and should be, to want advice and
assistance, and that we will go along with this.
Now the only thing is that sometimes a piece of
advice about a policy may involve budget, involve expenditures of money.
This, of course -- I mean by that, that
we couldn't carry out the policy just because we do not
have the dollars.
My superior officer is the vice president for academic affairs, Doctor Travelstead, and, of
course, above him the president.
So i t may be that some
of the policies that might be worked out would have to be
presented to them to see if these could be adopted, and
if it's a money policy and doesn't involve this sort of
thing , I shouldn't speak for the vice president and the
president , but I believe it's a policy that does not involve something like budget, that there's no strong reason
against it, we would a lways do it.
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RHODES
What if there was a strong reason against
it from your point of view, but didn't involve a monetary
thing? I guess that's my second time.
KANOWITZ
Point of order, Mr. President.
that was Professor Rhodes' th irQ time.
RHODES

Third comment?

No, it wasn't.

I believe

It was the

second.
KANOWITZ
And on the same point of order, I believe
that Professor Thorson has addressed himself to this question, partly in response to questions raised by others, at
least four ·· times, and I would like to suggest that the
language in the rule that was adopted at the beginning
of this meeting, which says that the presiding officer will
adjudge specific applications of this standing rule, does
not suggest to me that the presiding officer has unlimited
discretion to decide whether responses to questions come
within the rule.
I read that as meaning that the presiding
officer will serve as a timekeeper, to make sure that people do not speak more than twice or more than five minutes each time, nor that the matter be deo ed mo e than
forty-five minutes.
I would suggest if .vti
reporting on behalf of a committee are permitted to respond to
questions, to speak as often as they would like and as long
as they would like, whereas anybody else among the faculty
who feels that he or she has a specific contribution to
make to the discussion, will be automatically limited, and
that this represents an unconscionable discrimination and
oughtn't to be that. We either ought to follow the rule
down the line or we ought to get rid of the rule.
HEADY
Professor Kanowitz, you did not benefit
from the experience some of us had last year in operating
under this rule as it was introduced and used in meeting
after meeting. My understanding of the intent of this
standing rule is that it is aimed at -- not at limiting
short exchanges between faculty members in which one asks
~ question and another responds to that question, but that
it was intended to limit the number of times that a person
c~n get up for a major presentation on the subject under
iscussion, or for the length of time that he could do it.
ow I am -- I am very agreeable to trying to interpret the
standing rule of the faculty as the faculty wants it interpreted, and that's what I am trying to do.
If you want
0 . 0 verrule my allowing any person to speak because you
t ink it's not in accordance with this standing rule, you
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are privileged to make such a motion.
If I am going to
be consistent about our requests, Professor Kanowitz, you
have already spoken three times on this.
KANOWITZ
Not on this, sir. I think you are absolutely mistaken.
I have spoken, as a point of order, on
this point right now and previously I had a word to say
about this Library Committee debate.
HEADY
Well, the standing rule is unclear as to
whether discussion on a point of order is to be included.
KANOWI'rz
Well, if you think you have absolutely
unfettered discretion to shut me up -HEADY

No, I don't think such a thing.

TRAVELSTEAD
This is my second time and I will
stand less than five minutes.
I would like in part, Mr.
Cohen, to answer your comment or question which I think
is a good one.
I would like in part to respond to Miss
Amsden's comments.
I think the plain fact is that the present wording
is not workable.
I do not think it's feasible.
It's
reasonable to assume that a separate committee can, in
fact, set and be sure that policy is carried out about the
library. There are other groups involved and that's
already been said, but I want to re-emphasize it, so I
guess what I want to say, it 1asn't worked and it probably
shouldn't work as it is now worded. With reference to
the Library Committee itself, Miss Amsden, it seems what
I said earlier and what those now proposing this motion
be passed say, really supports the professional status
of the librarians .
I think this is quite important.
rhey are no longer in the eyes of this faculty a group
of technicians for whom somebody else sets a policy and
sends in a memorandum and they take it to be carried out .
. e want to get away from that image and I believe in our
.scussions, individually and collectively, with the
library faculty that I want to help the library faculty
become a professional group itself and assume its faculty
:esponsibility.
It was in that spirit that I was talking earlier about the library faculty itself along with
the advisory committee, along with the people who have
to furnish the resources to go set policy and carry it
out, and I think cooperatively this is the best way to
do l.·t •
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HEADY

Further discussion?

Professor Regener.

REGENER
I would like to respond to a question.
Mainly the question before the house, which
HEADY

That helps.

REGENER
This is 'n a ~ain way.
I think that the
responsibility of this faculty~o decide academic matters,
A
and I think it's als o true that the librarians, thirtythree of them or how many who are now faculty members,
are dealing in academic decisions.
I think that changing
the wording from saying that the Library Committee sets
policy to this wording which provides that the committee
and the di r ector advise each other back and forth in the
first two sentences, and which rather incong~usly at the
end says that the committee adopts policies, this must
be -- must have been overlooked at the end becaus this
is -- that is in contr ast to what I heard Mr . Thorson say
a little while ago whe r e policy would be eventually adjudicated by the vice president for academic affairs .
I think that the faculty would be ill advised to
relinquish even one inc h or thousandth of an inch of its
prerogatives if the poli c ies so far on the books haven't
worked.
I believe it~s the fault of the Library Committee
and no one else .
I think that the Library Committee should
get on the ball and formulate policies and bring them in
before the general faculty and have them adopted right
here .
HEADY

. ?.
Yes , sir

PROFESSOR DICK
I have a question .
Since I can
talk to it , i t doesn ' t make any difference , but i t seems
like the big thing her e is where does the buck stop in
matters of a non-fin a ncial nature? Therefore, since Mr .
K~lley is he r e , i t might be a good idea to ask him what
his general attitude is toward this statement of duties
and how he feels i t will a ffect his role as the Director
of General Lib r ary .
HEADY
Well , he has been asked a question and I
know he's been on his feet at least once, but I am going
to ask him if he wa nts to respond to this?
KELLEY
I think this is a very good statement of
t e duties of the Libr ary Committee and I recommend they
be adopted.
It won ' t affect i t in any bad way, if that's
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what you are asking me. We will carry on our work in the
very best way we can, and this is a good statement.
SPOLSKY
Professor Regener's question was a good
one and would someone explain to us how the inconsistency
of the first and last sentences are to be clarified in
action? Presumably the committee has to report on policies considered and adopted by a policy, and the purport
of the first two sentences is to prevent the committee from
adopting policies and then it's unnecessary for them to
report.
HEADY
Thorson?

You want to respond to that, Professor

9/

THORSON AProfessor Kanowitz promises not to raise
a point of order. »Policies adopted"seems to me that the
thinking maybe has gotten muddled by a committee writing
a report. But, what happens is that after you get a concurrence between the Director of the Library and the
committee that the library is going to try to extend
hours rather than extend purchases. That's a policy.
That's exactly the kind of thing that should be reported
then to the faculty.
One of the things that has been
popping up on the Policy Committee agenda every week
this fall is a complaint about a policy which was
adopted by the library and the Library Committee last year,
which was that faculty can be fined for overdue books.
That seems to be a policy which the Library Committee
may be asked to report on and, rather soon.
HEADY

Professor Alexander.

ALEXANDER
HEADY

This is my second time.

Yes, I know that.

ALEXANDER
I had nothing to do with the writing
of this document, but I spoke a while ago about its
semantic inconsistencies and these have been cropping up
as we go along.
I notice that the first statement starts,
"The Library Committee advises" and then a little while
l~ter the "University librarian" or "Director of General
Library in turn advises the Library Committee".
It
seems to me that the first advise means to make recommendations to, and the second one means "inform". They have
quite a different meaning and my point the other time was
that, of course, any committee can formulate policies so
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that the last statement on policies considered and adopted
or formulated, if you preferred, by the committee, would
be quite consistent with making recommendations, which is
the way I read any committee's job. But, what happens to
those recommendations then is another problem and is the
one that has been debated.
I would like to move that we refer this document
back to the Policy Committee at this time for clarifying
some of the language which, to me, seems quite inconsis tent at the moment.
SPOLSKY

I second that.

HEADY
It's been moved and seconded t h at this
matter be referred back to the Policy Committee for
cla rification of some of the questions that have been
raised during the debate.
REGENER

Question.

HEADY
Is there further discussion on t he motion?
Ready to vote? Those in favor of the motion to refer,
please say "aye"; opposed "no". The motion is carried
and the matter is referred back to the Policy Committee
fo r subsequent report.
THORSON
HEADY

Mr. Chairman
Mr. Thorson.

THORSON
Since that matter is now completed, I
can speak with freedom.
HEADY

We are still in session.

THORSON
Does the faculty have any substantive
suggesti ons? I see Professor Regener bailing out.
thirty.

REGENER

I have a class -- I am sorry -- at four

THORSON
Does the faculty have any substantive
suggesti ons? I really got quite a few different points
of view here and, frankly, I would be hard put to resolve
t! em if they are merely failures of clarity.
HEADY
Well, I don't know what to suggest to the
Policy Committee about that.
I assume it would be possible to schedule a hearing, if you want, as well as to solici t comments from members of the faculty on the problem.
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COTTRELL
Leave it indefinitely in the committee.
That's a good place for it.
HEADY
REGENER

Is there any new business?
Move we adjourn.

HEADY
Before we adjourn let me take a second to
alert you to the possibility that there might be a meeting
of the faculty on November 17th. The Committee on Governance has been in touch with Mr. Durrie and has suggested
that we schedule a special -- a meeting of the faculty to
discuss one of the recommendations on the Committee on
Governance concerning the faculty senate on November 17th.
Now Professor Hoyt is not here today so we have not been
able to check out with him definitely whether his committee
is making that recommendation, but I want to at least mention it to you, that instead of meeting again next on
December 8th, there may be a call of a meeting on November
17th for this one item of business. Is there a motion to
adjourn?
REGENER

Move to adjourn.

Adjournment, 4:46 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

"1·.

John
Durrie,
Secretary

5
PROPOSED STANDING RULE FOR FACULTY MEETINGS

The Faculty Policy Committee has approved for submission to
the Voting Faculty at its next meeting the following standing rule
to limit debate at faculty meetings:
Discussion and debate of any item on the agenda shall
be limited to forty-five minutes unless an extension of
that time is approved by majority vote. No person may
speak more than twice on any item, nor longer than five
minutes at either time. The presiding officer will adjudge specific applications of this standing rule."
11
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THE UNIVEl".!SITY OF NEW MEXICO

DATE:

···.... .
To:

Graduate Committee

~oM:

George~

UBJECT;

September 15, 1970

Springer, Dean, Gradua te School

Experimental Graduate Summer Program on the CSF Campus

The two years initially authorized as a trial period for
the experiraental graduate p:cogram on the College of.Santa Fe
campus have been completed. This report will summai.·izc, very
briefly, some of the experiences and impressions cained from
the two summers. Five major areas of concern seem to merit
special consideration.
1.

Advi.se_m ent- One of the greatest problems durino, the
first _summer of operation wcs the lack of academic
counseling available to students. This problem was
partially overcome during the second year by sending
special representatives to the CSF campus about a
month before registration, as well ~s during registration, and by retaining an experienced UNN faculty
advisor who resided on the CSF cnmpus during the
second session. However, without ready accens to
departme nt chairmen, deans, and faculty advisors in
·their particular areas, students continued to
· experience difficulty in their academic planning.

2 . . Library- The CSF administration made every effort
to cooperate in the program by ordering books and .
journals deemed especially important by . facu lty, but
library re~ources remained inadequate. ·
3.

Class size".' : Preliminary surveys were used ·to determine
probable enrollm2nts as:the basis for scheduling -classes,
but actual attendance f,,11 far below these estimates in
some areas. The result was that so~e classes had to be
conducted 'lli th only three of four students, which
seriqusly limited the range of student input.

4.

Finances- Due· to the small si~e of some classes, tuition
income failed to cover the costs of the program. The
· deficit of $3400 was covered by CSF during 1969, but Ui.i'M
·and CSF shared the deficit of $6,507 during 1970. Such
deficits might not be prohibitive, except that they do
not cover administrative costs and overhead, and they
would be likely to incre&se in future y~ars if the program
were continued. Many of the students attending during

<
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1970 had also attended during 1969, so they have reached
the limit of 12 hours a llow2d toward a graduate degree .
It is unlikely that th e ¥ would continue to attend under
present circumstances.
5.

Administration- Serious problems were cncou~tered in
contacting, ad mi t ting, and registering students without
benefit of ca~pus r e so ur ces or continuing opportunity
for direct co ntac t. In s ome cases~ these problems
res~lted in d is appointme nt for stud e nts or serious
·interfe re nc e with th e duties of alministrative personnel
at Ut--11-L It is doubtful that such p:coblems could be
overcome in the absence of adequate advisement ~nd
continued direct contact with students .

In view of these major problems and a number of lesser
concerns, it does not seem appropriate to recommend the renewal of
any agreement to continue this program. It was undertaken ~rirnarily
as a service to the northern part of the State, but the lack of
StLident interest seems to indicnte that such service would not be ·
significant enough to justify the cost and the academic problems
i,nvolved.

\
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ELIMINATION OF ACADEMIC RANK FOR ROTC INSTRUCTORS

The Policy Committee recommends that:
A. Assigned academic ranks for ROTC staff personnel be
eliminated
o

B. That the following words be inserted in Article I, Section
1 (a) of the faculty constitution after "Director of the General
Library," Commanding Officers 2i_ the ROTC Units, followed by "and
Secretary of the University."
(New words underlined.)
C. That the foll~wing words be added to Article I, Section 1 (b)
of the faculty constitution after "Director of the General Library,"
Commanding Officers of the ROTC Units, followed by "and Secretary
of the University. -(N;;-words underlined.)
11

Since the amendments to the Constitution must lie on the table
for at least thirty days and the first recommendation is directly
connected to the two amendments, the Policy Committee would like to
have recommendation A placed on the table with the two Constitutional
amendments.
·
The Policy Committee interprets an affirmative action on these
recommendations to imply that University policy for civilian
faculty will henceforth pertain to appointments to academic rank
within the departments of Naval Science and Aerospace Studies.
The
commanding officers of the ROTC units will continue to act as
c~airmen of their respective departments.
Other military personnel
will be carried as members of the departments by military rank.
The removal of academic rank from the ROTC staff members is
not meant to remove any of the prerogatives enjoyed by the civilian
faculty such as library privileges, parking, etc.
These may be
cot'
.
n inued without action by the faculty.

. ~.
~
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THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
GRADUATE SCHOOL
October 16 , 1970

..

To:

Members of the Faculty

From:

George P. Springer, VP/Rand Dean, Graduate School

Subject:

Ph.D. Foreign Language Requirement

At its meeting on October 8, 1970, the Graduate Committee passed,
by a vote of 11 to 2, the following motion:

I

The doctoral language requirement will be left to the
discretion of the academic units offering doctorates.
If these units retain the language requirement, it should
be made meaningful.
If these units delete the language
requirement, the units should review their total requirements, particularly from the point of view of tool skills
with a view to updating them in line with current and
future professional needs.

'
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The discussion preceding the passage of this motion was instigated by memos from Prof. Joel M. Jones, Chairman of the American Studies Program, and Prof. David~. Benedetti, Associate
Dean of the Graduate School. Prof. Jones pointed out, in his
memo, that the American Studies Committee had voted in favor
(9 Yes, 1 No, 3 Abstain) of a Danforth Visiting Committee recommendation that the doctoral foreign language requirement
be changed to a more meaningful general tool requirement .
Prof. Benedetti reported that a 1970 study by Educational
Testing Service showed that only half of the graduate schools
sampled still have a school-wide blanket foreign language
requirement.
The intent of the Graduate Committee is to recommend passage
of this motion by the general faculty.

PROPOSED REVISION OF STATEMENT OF DUTIES FOR LIBRARY COMMITTEE

The following is a recommended change to the Faculty Handbook,
and if passed, it will replace the current wording under Library
Committee, p. 30. It was drawn up by the ad hoc library study committee and has been recommended by the Policy Committee.
The Library Committee advises the University Librarian on
policy for the academic use of the General Library.
(The Medical
and Law Libraries are not a part of the General Library systemo)
The University Librarian in turn advises the Library Committee on
the feasibility of carrying out such policies, within given budgetary and technical limitations. He also consults with the Committee
on important policy matters such as the criteria and procedures
used in the appointment, assignment of academic rank, establishment
of tenure, and promotion of Library Faculty, and the budget level
required by the General Library in meeting the needs of established
and projected academic programs. The Library Committee evaluates
Library budgetary policy and Library operation and advises the Academic Vice President concerning their impact upon the academic objectives and programs of the University. The Committee advises the
Librarian on the apportionment of funds appropriated for the purchase of books and other library materials requested by various
University divisions. The Chairman of the Library Committee will
make an annual report to the general faculty on policies considered
and adopted by the Committee and discuss other questions of current
importance.
(Eleven facul t y members, including chairman, nominated by the Policy Committee. In making nominations,
the Policy Committee shall select members who represent the various broad areas of learning. Also three
student members, two of them graduate students, and
the University Librarian,~ officio . No other
librarian will be a member of the Committee. The
Law and Medical School Librarians and the Directors
of the Instructional Media Services and the Technology Application Center should be invited to consult with the Committee when liaison or their
special expertise is required . )

